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PREFACE. 


THE Writer of the following Apology is 
well known to the religious Public. He 
was long a respectable member of the As- 
sociate Church, and filled the Chair of 
Professor of Divinity with universal ap- 
probation. ds a Scholar and Divine be 
bad few equals. The numerous editions of 
several of his Works, are the best proof of 
the estimation in which he is held as an 
Author. He left two copies of the follow- 
ing Apology among his papers ; one of 
which appears to bave been corrected for 
publication. He much regretted the unfre- 
quent administration of the Lord’s Supper, 
and did what was in his power to correct 
the abuse. He was the first who introdu- 
ced the dispensation of it in the Secession 
twice a-year; before, it was only annual. 
Farther be found it impracticable to carry 
it. But the time is now come when a 
greater reformation might be effected. In 
several places it is already begun, and it is 
hoped that it will soon be universal. Rea- 
der, throw prejudice aside, read with can- 
dour, and act according io your convic- 
tions. 
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APOLOGY, &c. 


USTOM often. authorifes practices and prin= 
ciples fo much, that one is fometimes ready. 
to lay down even life itfelf in defence of them ; 
but it certainly becomes every Chriftian to exa~ 
mine the moft general and inveterate cuitoms by 
reafon and revelation, and to reject or receive the 
fame, according as they abide the teft or not. On 
this footing, | here prefume to call to the bar the 
practice of adminiftering the facrament of the 
Lord’s fupper fo-feldom, andiam perfuaded, that 
the more frequent adminiftration of this ordinance 
fhould take place. My reafons are the follows 
ing :— 


I. In the apoftolic times it was ordinarily ad 
miniftered every Sabbath, as is granted by all 
thofe who. have inquired into the hiltory of thefe 
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times*, This frequency has the approbation of 


the apoftle Paul, 1 Cor. ii. 25,26. “ This do ye, 
as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me. 
For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this 
cup, ye do thew the Lord’s death until he come.” 
Here he exprefles himfelf in fach a manner as 
plainly approves of the accufiomed frequency of 
the adminiftration of this ordinance. Things pes 
culiar to the apoftolic age, were all fuch as tend. 
ed to the founding of churches. Bast the facra- 

ent of the fupper has no conneétion with the 
founding, but with the building up and ftrength- 
ening of churches. Have Chriftians now lefs 
need of this ordinance? Is Chrift now lefs able or 
willing to fupply their need ? or, Has he transe 
ferred the virtue and ufefulnefs of this ordinance 
to another? If none of thefe can be pretended, why 
count the example of the apoftles a fufficient ware 
raat for the obfervation of thé firft day Sabbath) for 
public worthip, for holding fynods and prefbyte- 
ries, if we count not their example in the fre- 
quent adminiftration of the fupper alfo worthy of, 
aid fit for our imitation ? 


Il. That the facrament of the Lord’s fupper was 
generally adminiftered every Lord’s day, for the 
fy ace of about 300 years, is beyond difpute +. If 

* Luke xxiv. 3°; 31-35. Adts ij, 


1 Cor, Xi. a0, a3. Pliny, Juftin 
ec. 
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42. 46. chap, xx, 7: 
Martyr, Chryioftom, 


Ugnftine, Minus 
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this practice was finful, how is it that no witnels 
was ever raifed up to oppofe it as a profanation 
of the ordinance ? If it was duty, why follow we 
not the footfteps of the flock, and afk for the good 
old way that we may walk therein? 


. III. All the Proteftant Divines that I have read 
on this point, declare themfelves zealous for the 
more frequent adminiftration of this ordinance. 
Calvin in his Inftitutes, p. 705, fays, “It ought 
to be adminiftered every Lord’s day, and the cuf- 
tom of communicating once a-year, has been in- 
troduced by the wiles of the devil.” Dr Owen, 
Cat. p.177, fays, “ It is to be adminiftered eves 
ry firft day of the week, or at leaft.as frequently 
as opportunity and conveniency can be obtained.” 
Luther, in preface to Cat. fays, “ He does not 
deferve the name of a Chriftian, that can content 
himfelf with communicating lefs than three or 
four times a-year.” 1 pafs over Doolittle, Camp- 
bell, Willifon, Henry, and a multitude of others, 
becaufe I can add, 


IV. All the Proteftant churches have oppofed 
the adminiftration of the facrament of the fupper 
only once or twice a-year, as a Popith corruption ; 
and have appointed a more frequent adminiftra- 
tion of it, as foon as they fhook off the yoke of 


tius Felix, Cyprian, Fortunatus, Bafil, Ambrofe, Jerom, 
and others of the ancient fathers, who either exprelsly 
fiate the fa, or allude to it, 
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Antichrift. Thus, at the Reformation, the church 
of Geneva appointed it to be adminiftered twelve 
times in the year ;’ the church of Scotland, in her 
firtt book of difcipline, four times a-year ; the’ 
church of France, at leaft four times ; and refolve 
to appoint a more frequent difpenfation of it, as 
foon as convenient; the church of Holland, fix 
times ; nay, the loweft I find upon this point 1$ 
the church of England, which is well known to 
be behind moft of the Proteftant churches in many 
things—the appointed it only thrice in the year. 
If thefe churches, then, when the darknefs and ig- 
morance of people were not yet difpelled by the 
Hight of the purity of the gofpel, appointed fo 
frequent an adminiftration of this ordinance, have 
not we reafon to believe they would have admi- 
niftered it {till more fi equently, had. the fpirit of 
reformation continued with them, till they, by’ 
painful inftru@ion, had more fully banifhed igno= 
rance from the people ? 

It ought not to be obje®ed, that all thefe adts 
were not always put in prattice; for, itis certain. 
mens fentiments are better known from their de- 
clarations and decifions than from their practice, 
It is eafier to decide and to declare, than to prac- 
tife. Many negle&ed to adminifter the fupper 
from very trifling reafons: fome from floth ; and. 
others from want of a fund to defray the charges ; 
as if He, whofe is the filver and the gold, could 
not have provided a fingle penny for every com- 
municant, one with another, to purchafe bread: 
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the chung 
Ted tiely and wine to reprefent the body and blood of his - 
and, in by beloved Son, in an ordinance fo dear to him. 
year ; thy 
ind relahy V. The means by which the unfrequent ad- 
of it, y miniftration of this ordinance appears to me to 
land, fy have been introduced into the church, do not fa 
8 point vour of the God of truth. The caufes that oc« 
known ty cafioned its introduction appear to have been 
it may pride, fuperftition, covetoufnefs, and carnal com- 
the yey plaifance. The eaftern hermits, retiring from the 
Sand fociety of men, had taken up their refidence in 
d by te deferts and mountains, and being far removed fromy 
inted the places of its adminiftration, feldom attended, 
ce, hae This, though really the effet of their floth and 
e adnk § diftance, they pretended to arife from their regard 
pitta and reverence for this moft folemn ordinance. It 
ey, by being ealy to imitate them in this imaginary ho- 
dit. linefs, which lay in neglecting the ordinance of 


God, many of the eaftern Chriftians left off to 
6 abi communicate, except at fuch times as fuperftition 
had rendered folemn, as at pafch; and contented 


ertat, ; : 
themfelves with being {peftators on other occa= 


ot fions. On account of this praétice, we find the 
a y great and eloquent Chryfoftom, once and again, j 
oe bitterly exclaiming againft them as guilty of the 
anf higheft contempt of God and Chrift; and calls 
a their practice a moft wicked cuftom. A cuftom 
wu of fending part of the confecrated elements to the 

abfent, that they might partake of them in their 
i own: houfes, now alfo taking place, frequently 4 


oue or two of a family or village having joined in 


; 


Io 


the public adminiftration, carried off fo much of 
the elements as might be divided among thofe 
who flaid behind, or referved it for their own ufe 
afterward. This odd way of communicating ‘be. 
ing no way painful or expenfive, many of the 
people were abundantly fond of it, and the num~ 
ber of communicants became by thefe means very 
fmall, 

- Further, the Chriftian people having got the 
fupreme magiftrate upon their fide, thought them. 
felves now mote fecure in the poflefion of: their 
worldly wealth, and, therefore, were fo much the 
more loath to part with it, in giving offerings 
every Sabbath. On thefe offerings the primitive 
minifters lived, and * out of them the elements 
Were taken ; and, as it was difcreditable then to. 
partake without offering, 
known to be very poor, t 
for the moft part of the 


except the perfon were 
00 many chofe rather, 


year, to abfiain from the 
facramental table, than part with a little of their 


beloved fubftance. If the People were churlith,, 
the priefts were equally covetous, Though they 
now began to have other funds affigned them for 
their fubfiftence, they were far from being wil. 
ling to part with the ancient offerings ; therefore,, 
when they faw it was not poflible to caufe the 
people bring them every Sabbath, they reduced 
the frequency of the adminiftration of the fupper, 


* The offerings of the primitive Chrifti 
ally prefented in kind. 
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in expetation that the people would attend better, 
and bring larger offerings. And in order to in- 
flame them the more powerfully to this, the cler- 
gy fixed the adminiftration to times now confes 
erated by fuperftition, and began, by little and 
little, to perfuade the people that their offerings 
were meritorious, and were a proper facrifice for 
the atonement of their fins. Hence {prung at laft 
that notion, that fo much as was confecrated was 
turned into Chrift’s real body and blood, and was, 
as fuch, offered by the priefts to atone for the fins 
of the quick and the dead. 

Befides, when the Chriftian church began to 
fhare the {miles and fupport of the emperor 
and his court, multitudes, influenced by carnal 
motives, thronged into it, and the reins of difci« 
pline being now relaxed, they were eafily admit. 
ted, though indeed many of them were far from 
being vifible faints. Thefe carnal and court Chri- 
ftians difliked being from week to week em- 
ployed in felf-examination, and other preparatory 
work, or living under the impreffion of fo frequent 
folemn approaching to God. They alfo difliked the 
fimplicity of this, as well as of other gofpel ordinan- 
ces, and were mightily fond that the Chriftian wor- 
thip thould be modelied’as near to the Pagan and 
Jewith forms as poflible. The clergy, poffeffed 
with the fame vitiated tafte, and, befides, being 
very folicitous to procure themfelves the favour 
of the great, transformed the Ghriftian worthip 
according to thefe patterns ; and as the Pagans 
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had in the year only a few folemn feafts in ho- ¥ 
nour of their gods, and the Jews had only three 
folemn feafts, the feaft of the Paflover at Eafter, 
the feaft of Harveft at Pentecoft, and the feaft of 
Tabernacles, they appointed the fupper to be ad- 
miniftered to the people at Chriftmas, to  fupply 
the place of the feaft of the Bacchanals, and at Eas 
fier and Pentecoft, to fupply the place of two of the 
Jewith feafts. However, thisconforming of Chrift’s 
ordinance (as now indeed is alfo the cafe) did not 
procure due attendance on it, and therefore the 
clergy afterwards reduced the adminiftration of it 
to the people to once, namely Eafter. 

By thefe means, and in this manner, it appears 
to me, from the hints of the hiftory of thefe 
times which I can come to the knowledge of, was } 
the unfrequency of the adminiftration of the Lord’s 
fupper chiefly introduced. The clergy, however, 
pretended regard to the folemnity of the ordinance 
as the reafon ef all thefe alterations ; and I doubt 
not but fome good men were fo blinded, as to 
imagine that their conduét had a real tendency to 
produce this effect. 


WI. As often as the church of Chrift has been 


in a flourifhing flate, greater frequency has been : 
praétifed or pufhed. Thus it was in the primi- 
tive ages; thus it was at the Reformation ; thus 
jt was in that glorious aflembly of the church of 
Scotland, 1638; thus alfo the Weftminfter Af- 
fembly of Divines declare in their Directory, that 
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it fhould be frequently adminiftered. Whi 
things went in fome meafure well after the Re- 


volution, fundry aéts were pafled to encourage and 
prefs the more frequent adminiftration of it ; and 
the Afflembly appoint prefbyteries to order the 
adminiftration of it, fo that people may have 
opportunity to communicate every month of the 
year. 

On the other hand, a declenfion toward the un- 
frequent celebration of this ordinance, has been 
generally the clofe attendant of apoftafy and back. 
fliding. Thus, under Popery, the adminiftration 
was reduced from once every week, to threé 
times, and afterwards to once a-year; and how~ 
ever much this laft was prattifed, yet it was never 
authorifed till Popery had arrived ata prodigious 
height. The fame montter of a Pope, and dupe 
of a council did, in A. D. 1215, firft ratify the 
doérine of Tranfubflantiation, and then pafs an 
a&, allowing the adminiftration of the fupper to 
the people, and their partaking of it once a-year, 
to be firfficient; though even that a& infinuates, 
that it is lawful to do it oftener. 

In the firft period of Epifcopacy in Scotland, the 
adminiftration of the fupper was reduced from 
twice or four times a-year to once, namely, at 
Eafter. Thus alfo in the fecond period of Epif- 
copacy, though in the period before the miniftecs 
had pufhed, fome or all of them pra@ifed a more 
frequent adminiftration, the perjured bifhops and 
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curates reduced it to once a-year ; and had not 


Eafler been the child of fuperflition, itas likely” 


it would have been {till more unfreguent. 

In the prefent .period of apoftaly, haye we 
not known this ordinance neglected two, three, 
or even feven years together, by fome mini- 
fiers? and would it not be more fo, if fear of 
being forced to refund what they yearly receive 
for communion elements, did not influence many 
minifters more than their confciences do ? 


VII. God’s witnefles for truth in backfliding 
periods, have been wont to bear witnefs in favour 
of the more frequent adminiftration of this ordi 
nance. Thus thefe men of God, Chryfoflom, 
Ambrole, Augufline, &c. exclaim bitterly againit 
the reduction of it to a few times in the year; 
and when things were yet worfe, as to the nnfre- 
quency of it, in the ninth century, Bertram and 
Rabanus, the two moft learned and upright men 
of the age, teflified againft it, andinfifted that the 
cuftom of their times fhould be correéted by the 
primitive pattern. About 1627, Meflirs Robert 
Blair and Cunningham agreed each to have it four 
times a-year. About 1630, thefe great men of 
God in Ireland who witneffed againft Epifcopacy, 
namely, Mefirs John Livingfton, Robert Blair, 
Robert Cunningham, Jofias Welfh, &c. admini- 
flered this facrament twice a-year to their people, 
and were difpofed to have done it oftener, had not 
mine or ten of them, being fituated within about 
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twenty miles, concerted meafures fo as the bulk 
of their people communicated eighteen or twenty 
times in the year. 


VIII. The unfrequent adminiftration of this 
ordinance, tends to encourage loofenefs in praétice 


among profeffors. Thefe are generally under 


g 
fome impreffions of the awe and dread of God, 
when they ate approaching to this ordinance, 
which, were it frequently repeated, might be 
deepened and increafed ; but, when they approach 
it fo feldom, they, as Calvin fays, receive it as a 
clearance of accounts with God, and fo give up 
themfelves to floth and fin, till another facramental 
occafion excites fome frefh concern. 

Befides, minifters adminiftering this ordinance 
unfrequently, tends to encourage people to partake 
of it feldom, as they fee no more warrant for 
frequent participation, than for frequent admini- 
ftration. 


TX. Tt cannot be denied that this ordinance is, 
of all others, the moft calculated for communica- 
ting {piritual fupplies of grace ; for enabling the 
believer to defeat the devil and indwelling lufts, 
and to overcome the world in all its allurements ; 
for intimating the love of Chrift, and giving dif- 
coveries of him in his glory and bleflings, and 

© o 


bringing him near unto the arms of faith; for 
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eve to Chrift and his people. Have not belies 
vers then frequently need of it? and 1, 1f it thould 
prove fuch an ordinance to them, as it will do if 
conicientioufly managed, would it not be much 
to their advantage frequently to partake of it? 
What wonders of faints were the primitive Chri- 

s, who communicated every Sabbath ! What 


wonders of faints were thofe in the north of Tre- 


jad in 1630, who communicated eighteen or 
venty times a-year! What if the great want of 
ren, in comparifon of what took 

: primitive times, be owing to our fel. 

ng of this ordinance ! 

: conicientious improvement of this ordi« 

id fo remarkably to the advantage of be. 

ought they not frequently to partake of 

it? Ought they not, if poflible, to go to the nt. 
moit extent of frequency that Chrift allows? 
It will not be denied, that Chrift allows con~ 
icientious communicating every Sabbath. Now, 
if Chrift does fo, thall men not allow it? Shall 
minitters, if poflible, not order matters fo, that be. 


hevers may have opportunity to communicate - 


coufcientioully, as often as Chrift allows them ? 
Again, if frequent communicating be com- 
mendable, frequent adminiftration is fo too: 3; for 
in every congregation there are many who, by 
reafon of fervice, weaknefs, poverty, &c. cane 
not travel to a facrament at ten, twelve, twenty, 
thirty, or forty miles diflance. . Servants cannot 
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be allowed fo many days as are neceflary for go- 
ing to, attending on, and returning from the ordi-+ 
nance, if it is difpenfed at a diftance. The weak 
cannot walk. The poor cannot afford the necef- 
fary expences, efpecially when it is confidered 
that, in many places, poor firangers are taken 
little notice of, even by thofe who are fufficiently 
able to take them in ; from which it follows, that 
if perfons have not the means of maintaining 
themfelves, they muit ftarve if they venture to 
come abroad to {uch occafions. Is it not the poor 
of the flock who efpecially wait upon Chrift > 
Now, if their richer brethren by profeffion cruel- 
ly prevent their being able to communicate abroad, 
ought not minifters, if poflible, to give them the 
opportunity at home? Is it not then mercilefs, is 
it not cruel, in an overfeer of fouls, to allow fuch 
péerfons but one or two facramental meals in the 
year, when it lies in his power to afford them 
more? Chrift allows them to communicate every 
Sabbath ; Chrift’s fervants voluntarily refufe to 
allow them to communicate above onze or twice 
in the year, by keeping away the facrament from 
their bounds ! 


X. Every Seceding minifter does, in his ordi- 
nation vows and otherwife, folemnly approve the 
adminiftration of the facrament of the fupper more 
frequently than is at prefent practifed, and, either 
More or lefs directly, promifes to praétife it if 
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pofible. Do not Seceding minifters, in their 


ordination vows, adhere to the Teftimony? Yes, 
farely. Well, does not the Teftimony exprefsly 
adhere to the firft Book of Difcipline, except in 
fuch things as were particularly calculated for the 
eircum(tances of that time in which it was writ~ 

n? And, does not the firft Book of Difcipline 
appo'nt, that every minifter celebrate the Lord’s 

tour times a-year. Now, can it be faid 

his is a matter peculiarly calculated for the 
circumitances of that period? On the contrary, it 
is certain that the people were ignorant, and had 
little means of inftru€tion; and will any body 
fay, that the more ignorant people are, they 
fhould have this facrament adminiftered the of. 
tener to them ? 

Does not the fame Teftimony exprefsly declare 
our adhérence to the Weftminfter Diredtory for 
Worthip? Yes, it does. Well, does not that 
Direétory exprefsly declare, that the Lord’s fup- 
per ought to be frequently adminiftered, though 
it leaves to the minifter and elders to determine 
its frequeney in their congregations ? When it 
days, frequently admintftered in their congrega-— 
taons, will any body fay that its meaning is, it 
ought to be once or twice a-year adminiftered, 

h both minifter and elders fhould think it 
ification that it fhould be oftener? 


clare an adherence to all the A@s of Affembly 
between 1638 and 1650, and thofe fince that 
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time which are calculated for promoting reforma- 


tion: And, are there not among thefe fome that 


require the facrament of the fupper to be admi- 


niftered more frequently than is at pref 


/ 


fed? Yes, there are. 


1 


reformation? If fo, the Papifts were mighty re- 
formers in this point, efpecially in the thirteenth 
century, when about their worft ; and all the 
Proteftant churches have been a fe& of apoftates, 
and the apoftles the principal ringleaders in the 
defeftion. Or fay, do not thefe acts promote re- 
formation, that is, a conformity to the practice of 
the church before Popery had defiled her? Cer- 
tainly, according to this plain explication of the 
word reformation, they dos Then, does it not 
eceflarily follow, that they are approven and 
efpoufed in the Teftimony ? 


XJ. All the arguments I ever knew advanced 
in fupport of the unfrequent adminiftration of the 
Lord’s fupper, appear to me altogether deftitute 


of force. The following are the principal : 


ObjeGion I. The frequent adminiftration of 
this ordinance, in the apoftolic and primitive ages 
of Chriftianity, was commendable and neceflary, 
becaufe the continual perfecutions that then raged 
gave them ground to fear every Sabbath might 
be their laft ; whereas now we are not in fuch 
danger, and therefore need not fo frequent ufe of 


this ordinance, 
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Anfwer, Ought we not ftill to live as if every 
Sabbath were to be our laft? Have we now a 
leafe of life more than thefe had? Did not many 
Chriftians in thefe times live to as great age as 
we now do? Indeed is it not evident, from the 
beft hiftorians, that the church was generally un- 
der no perfecation above one third part of the 


a 


time that weekly communion was pratifed? But 


fay they had been conftantly expofed to the cruel- 


eft perfecution, the objeftion becomes ftill more 
If they attended this ordinance weekly 
peril of their lives, does it follow that now, 
when God gives us greater and better opportunity 
for it, we ought to omit it? Does God require 
the greateft work at his peoples hands, when he 
gives leaft opportunity? Or, does he require leaft 
work when he gives the greateft opportunity for 
it? What kind of a mafter muft God be if this 
were the cafe? Befides, Do not men need this 
ordinance to preferve them from the influence of 
the world’s fmiles, as much as of its frowns? 
Whether, indeed, has the firft or ‘the laft been 
ordinarily moft hurtful to the fouls of Chriftians ? 
Is not then the need of this ordinance now greater 
than in the primitive ages? Did the apoftles and 
others adminifter this facrament fo often, that 
perfons, being daily in danger of death, might, if 
poffible, have its facred elements in their belly in 
their dying moments, as a Popith viaticum to en- 
fure their foul’s efcape from hell and purgatory in 
that critical jun@ture ? : 


net 
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Let us invert this objection, and try if it has not 
more force. It would then run thus: The primi- 
tive Chriftians received the Lord’s fupper weekly, 
as their fouls were in greater danger from the 
{miles and allurements of the world, which are 
ufually found more hurtful to mens fpiritual con- 
cerns than its frowns; and as they had greater 
opportunity for doing fo by their enjoying peace 
and liberty, yet this frequency of adminiftering 
and partaking is not requifite now, as we, being 
under the world’s frowns, are in lefs hazard as to 
our {piritual concerns ; and efpecially, as we can- 
not attend upon it but at the peril of our lives, 
God having exprefsly declared, that he loves mer- 
ey better than facrifice, 


Oljetion II. The primitive and reforming 
times were feafons of great {piritual livelinefs, 
and of large communications of divine. influences 
to the fouls of believers ; whereas it is quite 
otherwife now. Therefore, though frequent ad- 
niniftration was then commendable, yet, in our 
languifhing decayed ftate it is unneceflary. 
Anfwer. Ought we to repair feldom to the 
wells of falvation, becaufe we can bring but little 
water at once from them? Ought we feldom to 
endeavour to fill our pitchers at the fountain of 
living waters, becaufe they are fmall? Is not 
this ordinance a cordial for refloring the languifh- 


ing, ftrengthening the weak, recovering the fick, 


and reviving the dying believer? How reafon-~ 
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able, then, is it to argue that langnifhing, weak, 
fick, and dying believers, muft not have it often 
adminiftered to them, juft becaufe they are not in 
pertca health? Ought the weak and fickly child 
to be feldom allowed fuck, juft becaufe it is not 
healthy and ftrong ? Ought a weak, fick, lan- 
guifhing perfon, to be refufed the frequent ule of 
cordials and phyfic, for this very reafon, that he 
has not a ftrong, robuft, healthful conftitution ? 
lf a garden which, while often watered, continued 
moift and fruitful, become dry, withered, and 
barren, when watered only once a-year, ought it 
to be feldom watered, juit becaufe it is dry and 
withered? If it is not a duty to adminifter the 
fnpper frequently, when Chriftians are in a lane 
guithing decay, then it natively follows that they 
ought, for the fame reafon, feldom to communi- 
cate. Thus, becaufe they are thirfty and parch- 
ed, they muft not drink ; becaufe they fit in 
darknefs, they muft beware of often approaching 
near unto God, that he may be a light unto them; 
becaufe they are opprefitd with deadnefs, they 
mutt avoid ufing the means of revival. 

Would not the objeétion inverted read better ? 
The primitive Chriftians had this ordinance free 
quently adminiftered to them, becaufe, being de- 
cayed and withered, weal and fickly, and recei- 
ving only feanty communications of divine influ 
ence at once, it was neceflary for them to be oftea 
taking new meals: Whereas we, being now 
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ftrong and lively Chriftians, and receiving on fa- 
cramental occafions fuch large fupplies of grace, 
as are fufficient to enable us to wall many days 
under their powerful influence, have no occafion 
for fo frequently attending on that ordinance, 
which is efpecially calculated for ftrengthening 
languifhing, weak, fickly believers. 


Befides, are not the influences of the Spirit, 


{piritual ftrength, livelinefs, and light, neceffary 
to our right management of prayer, seagate 
felf-examination, reading, hearing, preaching, &c. 
as well as to a right obfervance of the Lord’s fup- 
per? Would it not be as reafonable then to infer, 
from the prefent withdrawment of the Spirit, that 
we fhould feldom attend upon thefe ordinances, as 
once a month, or once a year, until the Spirit be 
poured from on high? Can any thing be more 


ablurd ? 


ObjeG&ion 111. If the Lord’s fupper were fre- 
queatly adminiftered, it would become lefs fo- 
lemn, and, in time, quite contemptible, as we fee 
is the cafe with baptifm, through the frequency 
of the adminiftration of that ordinance. 

Anfwer. Is this mean of keeping up the cre- 
dit of the Lord’s fupper of God’s devifing or not ? 
If it is, where is that part of his word that war- 
rants it? The contrary I have already proved 
from Scripture. Since, then, it is only of mens 
invention, what ground is there to hope it will 
teally maintain the credit and folemnity of the 
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erdinance ? Did not the Pa ap pilts of old pretend to 


maintain and advance its fole emnity, by reduétion 
of the frequency of adminiftration? Did they not 
take away the cup from the people, which, Gal. 
vin fays, was the native confequence of the fore 
mer? Did they not annex the adminiftration of 
this ordinance to thofe feafons which fuperftition 
had aggrandized; namely, Eafter, Pentecoft, and 
Chriftmas ? Did they not annex a world of cere- 
monies to it? Did they not pretend that it was a 
al facrifice, and that the elements were changed 
by confecration into the real body and blood of 
Chrift? And, did all this tend to the fupport of 
the proper credit of this ordinance? On the con- 
trary, did it not deftroy it? Though the doérine 
of tranfubftantiation procured a kind of reverence 
for it, yet, was this reverence divine ? or, was it 
not rather devilifh, in worthipping the elements ? 
Now, how are we fure that our unfrequent admi- 
niftration of this ordinance will more effe@ually 
fupport its folemnity? Is it not ftrange that we 
thould have fo much encouragement from the 
practice of the apoltles, the primitive Chriftians, 
and the whole of the reformed churches, to pro- 
fane this folemn ordinance ; while the moft i igno- 
rant and abandoned Papifts are our original pats 
tern for the courfe that tends to fupport its proper 
honour and credit? Whata ftrange cafe this muft 
be, if, in order to fupport the credit of God’s or« 
dinance, we mutt forfake the footfteps of the 


flock, and walk in the paths originally chalked 
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25 
out by the moft ignorant and wicked antichria 
ftians ? 


Befides, if our unfrequent adminiftration of this 
ordinance render it folemn, would it not become 
much more fo, if adminiftered only once in feven, 
ten, twenty, thirty, fixty, or an hundred years ? 
If it is faid, many might then die without recei- 
ving it, we reply, they may be faved notwith- 
ftanding ; and may not many die, after their con~ 
verfion, before they have an opportunity of par-~ 
taking with us ? 

Further, it may be afked, why all this partiality 
for the honour of the facrament of the fupper ? 
Why is not baptifm alfo reftriéted to once or twice 
a-year? Why are we not taught that we fhould 
feldom pray, read, hear, and meditate, in order to 
keep up the folemnity of thefe ordinances, and to 
avoid formality in them? Can any reafon be af. 
figned, why unfrequency fhould preferve the ho- 
nour of the Lord’s fupper, and not alfo preferve 
the honour and folemnity of thefe divine ordi« 
nances ? Shall we not then find, that thofe who 
pray once a-month, or hear fermon once a-year, 
have their minds far more religioufly imprefled 
with folemn views of God, than thofe who pray 
feven times a-day, and hear a hundred fermons 
within the year? Shall we not find, that thofe 
who take care never to go out of their own cone 
gtegation, to communicate in any other place, 
have far more deep and due impreffions of this 
ordinance upon their fpirits, than thofe who com- 
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miunicate ten’ or twelve times a-year? Shall we 
not find, that it will be a moft wife courfe to: 


have no facraments during the whole winter fea< 
fon, as, by this long interval, perfons are fitted 


for coming forward to it in the beginning of fume. 


mer, with very folemn impreffions of it upon 
their {pirits? Shall we not find, that thofe who 
frequently communicate will approach unto God 
with lefs folemnity at the end of fammer than at 
the beginning ?. And, if fo, why do we not warn 
people againft a praétice that takes off a due im- 
preflion of God from their minds? Is not this or- 
dinance a méan of eminent communion with God? 
Yes, it is. Is it not difpenfed in order that 
Chrift’s friends may have eminent communion 
with God? Yes, furely. Now, does eminent 
communion with God, frequently obtained, make 
eur impreffions of God or his ordinances lefs fo- 
jemn, and more contemptible? Yes, it certainly 
muft. If frequent adminiftration of the mean of 
this communion render it more contemptible, fre- 
quent communion with God muft render men 
formal in their addrefles to him, if the objeétion 
have any force. 

As to baptifm, is it the frequent adminiftration 
of this ordinance that renders it fo contemptible? 
Then, why not reduce it to once a-year? There 
is no more neceflity of it to falvation than of the 
fupper. Is it not rather the promifcuous admi- 
niftration of it to the children of ignorant and pro- 
fane perfons, together with the private adminiftra- 
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tion of it, and the hort curfory prayers in admit 
niftering it, that are the true caufes of the con- 
tempt under which it lies ? Moreover, the an- 
nexing fo many fermons and days to the admini- 
ftration of the Lord’s fupper, while baptifm, a feat 
of the fame covenant, where the fame bleflings 
are made over, the fame Chrift reprefented, and 
the fame vows made, is adminiftered as if it were 
a trifling ordinance, which does not come within 
many degrees of the folemnity of the other, cau. 
fes many to look upon baptifm as far inferior to 
the Lord’s fwpper. 

Let us invert this objeftion, and fee how it 
ftands. All human devices to render God’s or= 
dinances more folemn, are impeachments of his 
wifdom, and have always tended to bring the 
ordinances intocontempt. But unfrequent admi-« 
niftration of the fupper is a human device, firft in- 
vented by the worft of Papifts, and therefore it 
tends to bring contempt on this ordinance, as we 
fee fadly verified in the praétice of thofe who vo 
luntarily communicate feldom. Or thus, eminent 
communion with God, frequently enjoyed, is the 
moft effetual mean for impreffing the mind with 
due reverence of him and his ordinances. Now, 
the Lord’s fupper is the ordinance in which the 
moft remarkable communion with God is to be 
enjoyed ; and therefore, as frequent ufe of this 
facrament as Chrift allows of, is the moft eminent 
mean for fixing a religious reverence of God, and 
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ef this, and of all other ordinances, upon the fato 


minds of believers. 


ea 
Further, whether is it the frequent repetition Af 

of this ordinance upon the fame {pot of earth, in fa t 

the fame houfe; or is it the repetition of it to the ome 

fame people that proftitutes it? If the firft, how weet 

do the duft and ftones influence the contempt of ote ti 

it? Jf itis the fecond, then, certainly, itisa pare ul 

tial proftitution of it to adminifter it frequently = guild 

to the fame perfons in different places, Does {i 

i not this as much tend to render it contemptible, FD fron 
as if we had adminiftered it an equal number of mances 

times in the fame place, within the fame time? TD bh 

' If it is a proftitution to adminifter it frequently pe 
ee hs to them all, is it not likewife fo to adminifter it TD uta 
to a part? Why then do we not exert ourfelves Cs 

to warn people againft receiving the fupper free iy 

is F quently, though at different places, fince this is as fa te 
of great a proflitution of the ordinance, as to them, feat 
as if they received it frequently in the fame J} jn 

{pot ? Dec 

ing 

a ObjeEion 1V. Tf people did communicate cons 7D ixg 
ic {cientionfly, it would indeed fix deeper and more tekn 
, due impreffions of God and his ordinances ; and, ; wht 
bil; in that cafe, though they had the facrament ad- , i 

. miniftered to them every Sabbath, it would ree theo 
f dound to their advantage ; but when fo much une there 

) worthy communicating already takes place when iter 

{! it is but feldom adminiftered, there is little occas . Ee 
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fion to adminifter it oftener, as this would afford 
‘eccafion for more unworthy communicating. 


Anfwer, The whole of this objeftion is drawn 
from the abufe of the ordinance by unworthy 
‘ommunicating ; but, if it have any force, might 
we not infer that it ought to be adminiftered only 
once in twelve, twenty, a hundred, or even a 
thoufand years, fince even im this laft cafe there 
would be too much unworthy communicating ? 

If the great abufe of an ordinance is a reafon 
for omitting it, then farewell to’ all gofpel ordi- 
nances, as none of them ever was, nor ever will 
be but greatly abufed. Muft we then pray, read, 
preach, hear, &c. but feldom, becaufe all thefe 
ordinances are fadly abufed ? If the abufe of an 
ordinance is any reafon againft the frequent ufe 
of it, why preach we any more than one Sabbath 
in the year, fince to many our preaching is the 
favour of death unto death, and gives men an oc- 
eafion to trample under foot the blood of the Son 
ef God? Muft God himfelf be impeached for 
giving Chrift to be the Saviour of the worlu, and 
for giving the world frequent offers of him, fince 
che knew many would abufe him, by making this 
gift the occafion of their greater fin, and more 
dreadful ruin ? Are not the air, the earth, and all 
the other gifts of God, daily abufed? Ought he, 
therefore, to deprive all mankind of the ufe of 
them? or, is he chargeable with the guilt of this 
abufe if he do not? According to the objection, 


he certainly is. 
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and f{candalous perfons? And, if they do, ought ~ jy" 

Chrif’s children to be ftarved, becanfe the dogs mtu 

will {natch at their food, or becanfe they thems ad meee 

an felves cannot receive it as they ought? Say not, i ner 

fi believers might be nourifhed by other gofpel ors og 

dinances, though they wanted the more frequent tele 

ee ufe of this; for might they not be nourifhed by satcat 

prayer, meditation, &c. without the preaching Dit 

‘ of the word? Might not the ele@ even be con- putaf! 

verted by reading God’s word? Would it there. de very 

a): fore be a fmall affair, nay a duty, to allow them ie dam 
only once a-year the preaching of the word, an 

. ordinance more efpecially appointed for that ef- Obie 

| fe&? Befides, whether do men involve themfelves ferame 

4 in moft guilt by caufing, or merely by occafioning ben mg 

} the abufe? The decifion of this point requires not te a 

a moment’s hefitation. In the former cafe, a man bes on 

~f joins iflue with the devil ; in the latter, he joins te 

‘a ifiue with God. Well, what if by reafon of the iy and 

a long intervals between a believer’s oppertunities. id i 

Pe to draw near to. God, and enjoy communion with Dinu 

him in this ordinance, their fouls are rendered i a 

fadly carnal, and deftitute of that humility, awe - ied 

t of God, and love to him and his people, which nt 

site Sa peamnels to him would have produce’ > fou 

4 ang fo they muft come to this ordinance cold, like Bay 


irons which have been long out of the fire, and, dane 
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confequently, muft greatly abufe it. Now, thofe 
minifters who withl hold from believers the fre- 
quent ufe of this ordinance, have an a@ive hand in 
all this coldnefs and deadnefs, which might have 
been prevented, had not the intervals between 
opportunities of communicating been unneceflarily 
rendered fo long. Well, ou; ght minifters, merely 
in order to fhun occafoning unworthy communi- 
eating, in which God joins with them, to involve 
themfelves in negligently caufing unworthy com- 
municating, in which they join iffue with Satan? 
Ought they, under pretence of preventing the 
guilt of fome, to involve themfelves and others in 
the very fame guilt? Says not the apoftle, that re 
the damnation of fuch is juft? 


OljeGion V. Such as are willing may attend 
facramental occafions in other congregations, and 
then multitudes of faints may meet, and, with 
their united prayers, draw down remarkable blef- 
fings on the ordinance. Many minifters will 
come up, whofe various gifts will be more plea- 
fing and edifying than if there were a few ; and a 
faft, if not two, with a Friday’s senate: three 
fermons on the Saturday, with two on the Mon- 


day, are all got throngh ; by all which the pro» 
i per dignity and folemnity of this ordinance is kept 
up, which could not be the cafe if it were fre~ 
quently adminiftered in each congregation. 

ui 9° Anfwer. Can all that are dear to God attend 
facramental occafions at the diftance of ten, twenty, 
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thirty, or forty miles? How fhall fervants, the 
weak, and the poor do fo? What if two thitds of 
a congregation be Of this fort? Shall minifters 
pity fuch leaft, when it is known Chrift pitied 
i them moft ? ; 
Befides, might not as many meet on every oc 
cafion, though the facrament were adminiflered 
in the fame place three or four times yearly, as 
do at prefent? If they are fuitably profited by this 
ordinance, it is certain believers would be more 
defirous after frefh opportunities ; and, what lofs. 
would there be, though fome hypocrites ftaid at 
home? Would not the force of prayers be three 
or four times as great than it is at prefent? In- 
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A deed, what if miniflers prad#ically encouraging 

frequent communion fo little, by adminiftering 
os this ordinance feldom, be the reafon why fo few 
: | attend facramental occafions in other places? Are 
not the people under the charge of thefe minifters 


4 that fpeak againft the frequent admimiftration of Ay) 

5 this ordinance, among the moft flothful and care- ie 
ie’ jefs in this refpe&t ? Though believers have occa- wild 

Ne fion to communicate in their own congregation ie 
13 four times a-year, yet, if they can, does not Chrift ile 
allow them to communicate other forty-eight fii he 
times? Will, then, their communicating aright ia 

wu! 


four times, influence them to be fo far behind, if 
it is in their power to wait upon other opportu- > EE: 
nities >?» If pafters adminifter it in their eongrega= ios 
tions as often as poffible, can they not with a ~ a tia 
good grace excite their people to attend im other bean 


33 
places, which they cannot confcientioufly do, rf 
they neglect the adminiitration of it when they 
might have the opportunity ? 

uf) ~ Indeed, fuppofing it to be adminiftered twelve 


" 

times a-year, though the afflemblies might be 7 
re ig lefs, yet might there not be about nine times 
«ij ‘more remembering the death of Chrift, and nine ; 
ap times the force of prayer that now takes place on ; 
4)” facramental occafions ? Nay, if thefe, in commu- “ 
wa} _ hicating work, fhould be ftrengthened as much in a 


,| their inner man, as fome have been by very fre- 
ie quent communicating, would not th force of all 


e 
the prayers put up on facramental occafions be 


hn 
be at leait eighteen times greater than it is at pre+ 4 
i fent? If this facrament were adminiftered every 
te Sabbath, as we hope will be the cafe during the 
| _ Slory of the latter days, and perhaps fooner, what 
m though the multitudes fhall be iefs, yet are there 
12 not many more employed in the fame work ? 
ie But, indeed, if the meeting of a roultitude be 
Bas fo neceflary to the difpenfation of this ordinance, 
oe why did not Chrift invite all his followers, (many 
i of whom, we.have reafon to believe, were then in 
it Jerufalem) to attend at his room to join in the 
" - firt facramental fupper? If this room could not 
" contain them, could he not have provided a larger 
H one? : 
% Again, does a multitude of minifters, with their 


various gifts, add any proper folemnity to this 
ordinance? Was the adminifration by Chrift and 
his apoflles lefs folemn than ours, becaufe there 


we 
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was but one minifter employed in the adminiftras 


tion? Was the adminiftration lefs folemn in our 
is if) covenanting periods, when one or two minifters 
{i were all the afliftants ?. Has ever fo much of God 
been feen at facramental occafions, where there 
were many afliftants, as where there have been 
few ? Witnefs the facrament at the kirk of Shots, 
if and thofe in the north: of Ireland about 1630, 
§ | when compared with any facrament where there 
were many minifters. 

ft Indeed, how can it be expeéted that the variety 

of minifters fhould add-to the ufefulnefs of the 
i; adminiftration? Can there be any proper edificas 
an tion but according to the proportion of the divine 
prefence? Is this divine prefence always propor 
‘tioned to the number of minifters ? If it is not, 
might not people be as. much profited though. 
there were fewer minifters? What if endeavoure 
ing to pleafe people with a vaft variety-of mini- 
fters, tends to encourage itching ears?) What if 
God, like that eminent Affembly of 1695, count 
j it robbery in minifters unnecefiarily to leave their 
q congregations vacant, efpecia ly if few or none of 
cf their hearers can attend in any other place? What 
if God count it robbery to deprive his people of 
the frequent ufe of this facrament, by needlefsly. 
HE attending to affift others ? If he do fo, will not 
a the prefence of more minifters than are neceflary 
be a hindrance in the way of the divine prefence, 
and of proper edi 


sation ? If Ged’s power reach 


| 
} 
| not the hearts of the hearers, what avails it how 
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Swell'their ears and fancies are pleafed with the 
ei of minifters gifts ? 

) bam not averfe to the cuftom of a faft prepa- 
Gy s Sieasion; and a thank{giving day, if the exercifes on 
he x thefe days are confidered as means for encouraging 
1 Jirangers to attend, aS THEY HAVE IT SO SELDOM 
uy AT HOME, and when they are confidered as means 
for deepening the folemnity of the approach to God 
tt a in this ordinance, which, in our prefent cafe, ts 


Quite, or next to quite worn off, in the long inter- ; 


th wads between ordinances of this nature. But is it 


ik not plain, that in cafe the church were returned 
& to the primitive cuftom, there would be no need to 
it) = encourage firangers to attend, becaufe they would ib 


te have weekly opportunities for partaking at home? 
| And there would be lefs need to ufe means of this 
nature to fix or deepen thefe impreffions ; the con« 
fcientious approach to God in this folemn ordi- 
mance, the Sabbath before and the Sabbath after, 
would more effeétually prepare the foul for re- 
ceiving and rivetting divine imprefflions, than all 
the work of thefe three days. 

When thefe days exercifes are confideted as 


well meant human helps, during the prefeat un- 


: frequency of admintfration, nobody reg site them 
j more than I do; but if any body confiders them, 
4 a as too many ignorant people do, as eflential parts 


(Be of this ordinance, and plead the ab/olute neceffity 
of them, as @ reafon againft the more frequent 
adminifiration of the fupper, can I, in confiftency 
with our Confeffion of Faith, chap. 21. $1. re- 
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frain from deteffing that view of them, and the 
ufage proceeding therefrom, as REFINED PoPERY?’ 
Are they not of human invention? Was not the 
invention of them merely occafional? Are they 
not ftill unknown in many Proteftant churches ?! 
Were they not unknown in thé church of Scots 
land, for about feventy years after the Reformas 
tion? Do we not find one of our beft Affemblies, 
namely, that of 1645, prohibiting to have any 
more than one fermon upon Saturday, and ano- 
ther upon Monday? Did not Mr Livingfton, as 
long as he lived, refufe to allow any more fer- 
mons on the Saturday and Monday at his facra~ 
mental occafions ? Now, is it not plainly Popith, 
to count human inventions, and occafional addi+ 
tions, efential parts of this great ordinance ? ° 
Befides, is it reafonable to plead the necefity 
of thefe exercifes to the EXTRUSION of a divine 
ordinance ? What would we think of the man 
who, when he had opportunity to hear fermons 
on Sabbath but twice in the year, had thought 
meet to appoint a faft-day in his family, a prepa 
ration day on Saturday, and the Monday for 
thankfgiving, on each of thefe occafions, if af 
terwards, when he might have fermon every 
Sabbath, he thould refufe it, giving this as the 
reafon, that he could not every week get three 
days fet apart to the Lord, and that without this 
it would be a profanation to wait upon public: 
worlhip, and the want of thefe would deprive 
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Yon the 


tafe is exactly parallel. Family worfhip ap- 
proaches as near the folemnity of public hearing 
‘the word, and public prayers, as hearing of fer- 
F ‘mons doth to that of communicating. Setting 
| apart thefe three days for family worlhip on fuch 
oceafions, is merely a human contrivance, and fo 


a 


alfo is the fetting apart thefe days on facramental 


‘oceafions. Setting apart thefe three days for fa- 
mily devotion, in the above circumftances, might 
be very expedient, and may have the fignal 
countenance of God. But could this man’s 
three days of family devotion be lawful? Could 
it be blefled of God, if adhered to as a reafon for 
negleGting to attend on public worthip through 
the other Sabbaths of the year ? 

Again, if we look on thefe as eflential appen- 
dages of the fupper, why is it that we are not as 
careful for the reputation and credit of the facra- 
ment of baptifm? Why exalt we the one feal fo 
far above the other? or rather, why exalt we the 
one to the depreflion of the other? Is it not very 
awful to fee profeffors come twenty or thirty 
miles to attend the facrament of the fupper, and 
yet, on the Monday, praétically declare, that they 
think not baptifm, the other feal of the covenant, 
worthy of a few minutes attendance ? 

In fine, whether is it grace or corruption that 
 moft affects to add human devices to God’s wor- 
 fhip, in order to make it more fplendid than 

Ghrift has left it? May not perfons be as really 
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guilty of Popery, by doting on the {pfendid pomp 
of divine ordinances, that confifts in the variety 
of days, fermons, and minifters, as by doting on 
the variety of fantaftic ceremonies ufed in the 
Popith mafs ? Ought we not to beware of adding 
to God’s ordinances, as well as of taking from 
them? Is God content to barter with us in this 


point, by giving up with the frequent adminiftra.- 


tion of the fupper, if we will annex a few more 
days, fermons, minifters, and people to it, when 
feldom adminiftered ? Where does he either make 
or declare his acceptance of this propofal ? 


ObjeGion V1. Minifters could not endure the 
fatigue of vifiting and examining their congregas 
tions between every facrament, if it were free 
quently adminiftered ; neither could they bear 
the fatigue in their perfons, nor the expence in 
their families ; nor could the feffions fupport the 
weight of charges neceflary on thefe oceafions. 

Anfwer, What miniftér fpends not too much 
of his time in trifling converfation, ufelefs read- 
ing, ot unneceflary fleep, &c.? Would he be at 
any lofs if he redeemed that, and beftowed it up- 
on the vifitation and examination of his people? 
But if, during the intervals between the facra- 
ments, this could not be accomplithed, what law 
of God requires it as a duty? Did the apottles 
fo? Do they all fo who adminifter the facrament 
only twice a-year ? Might not congregations be 
wifited and examined as often as they are at pre 
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quently adminiftered 2?) Might not the more igno-= 
tant, by frequent examination for fome years, be- 
come more intelligent, and thus the sihiotle would 
become more eafy? Might not many fear dals be 
fipt in the bud, if the facrament were frequenuly 
adminiftered ? Would not this relieve minifters 
of a part of their prefent troubles? Of what ufe, 
indeed, are minifters bodies and fpirits, but to be 
fpent in Chrift’s fervice? If they fingly devote 
them to this, has not he promifed, that as their 
days are fo thall their ftrength be? Did net feve- 
notwith- 


e 
<4 


ral of the apofties live to a good old a; 
ftanding their uncommon fatigue? If minifters, 
by an exceflive care of their bodies, preferve their 
health and ftrength beyond the date of their ufe- 
fulnefs, who gains by that? Are there more ufe- 
lefs beings on earth than minifters in thefe cir- 
eomftances? Befides, is not the prefent uufre- 
quency of adminiftration the principal occafion of 
much fatigue on thefe occafions? Does it not 
tempt minifters to fhift off their vifitation, exa- 
mination, and inquiries into {candals, upon the 
mott trifling grounds, till there be a near profpeé& 
of another facrament? Does not this bring upon 
them the whole load at once? 

With refpeét to the expence in minifters fa- 
milies, I would afk, what law of God or man 
requires that they fhould be at fo much coft in 


their families upon fuch occafions ? How much 


5 it tend to the welfare of the fouls of their 
family, or to the edification of others”? 

I would afk, with refpeét to the third part of 
the objection, when was there a facramental oc- 
eafion, when the colle&tion was not more than 
fufficient to. defray the charges ? Will it not be 
ound upon trial, that a penny for every com- 
muuicant will defray the neat cha ges of the ne- 
eeflary bread and wine to be ufed in the facra- 
ment? Will there not alfo be on every occafion 
fomething more colleGted for relief of the poor? 
Say not, there is a vaft deal of charges neceffary 
befides the neat charges of the elements? Are not 
dues: expences, as to the moft of them, rather 
wfual than neceffary ? If feflions had to beftow 

hem out of their own pockets, is it probable they 
would have made them fo large as in fome cafes 
they are? Muft thefe unnecefary though ufual 
expences in minifters families, and upon feflions, 
be alfo conftdered as eff2ntial parts of this facra- 
ment, the want of which muft ftop its frequency ? 
Ts it not evidently Popith to view thefe unnecef- 
fary charges as fupports of the proper lignite of 
the ordinance? What would we think of the man 
who thought fit to annex to every Sabbath which 
he obferved, or to every diet of family worfhip 
the preparing of a faumptuous feaft, and the giving 
of a large fum to the poor, and then fhould tell 
us, he could not poftibly celebrate more than one 
or two Sabbaths in the year, or obferve any more 
th: 


an one or two diets of family worthip, becaufe 
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his eftate could not fupport the expences he was 
put to on theie occations > Could this reafon be 


fuftained ? 1s not the application eafy ? 


OG 

ha Objeftion VII. The paflover was adminiftered fe 
te but once a-year; therefore the Lord’s fupper, ‘: 
oa | which is come in its roomy ought not to be ad- 

mf miniftered more frequently. 

a Anfwer. Was the paflover a pattern for re- 

ton gulating the celebration of the fupper by, or not? 


If it was, then, fince nobody was required or al- 


ay lowed to eat the paflover more tham once a-year, 

ne does it not follow, that nobody is allowed to com- 

he municate more than once a-year? Why then do 

om we not warn our people of the finfulnefs of com- 

iy 3 municating any oftener than once a-year > If the 

fs paflover is to be our rule, why do we not attach j 
ul - alfo to the fupper, feven days of unleavened bread? : 
i Befides, is the feaft of the fupper commemorative of Pe 
ib the time of the deliverance, as the paflover was RY? 


Why then is not the celebration of the fupper 
fixed to Eafter, the time when Chrilt was cruci« 


d fied? Are not Papifts and Epifcopalians exactly 
Hy tight in fixing the principal adminiltration of it 
ch to that time ? Again, was not the paffover to be 


eaten at the place where God’s tabernacle or tem- 
i ple fhould be, and no where elfe?) Why then do 
d not objectors plead, that the facrament of the 
adminiftered only in one place, 


fapper fhould be 
and that Chriftians fhould 


as Jerufalem, Rome ; 
*® Exod, xiii, 4. 10. ¥Xxiv. 18. 


SS 
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come up from ail places thither? Indeed, in this 
cafe, once a. year would be found more than ma- 
ny could attend. Befides, were women required 
of God to come up to the paflover? No*. Why 
then do we talk as if women were as much as 
men obliged to partake of the Lord’s fupper? In 
fine, did not the apoftles know that the paffover 
was but once a-year adminiftered? Surely. Why 
then did they adminifter the fupper two and fifty 
times a-year, when they ought to have made the 
annual celebration of the paflover their pattern ? 
Need I any farther expole the vanity of this ob» 
jection ? 


Objettion VIII. Frequent adminifiration of 
this ordinance is a conforming to independents, 
Anfwer. 'To whom do we conform in the un- 
frequent adminiftration of this ordinance? Did 
not Papifts firft introduce the cuftom ? Were they 
not the firft who gave it a kind of judicial appro= 
bation, and that, too, at the Synod or Council 
which eftablifhed Tranfubfantiation? To whom 
befides do we conform? Is it not to perfecuting 
and bloody Epifcopalians, and backfliding Prefby- 
terians? Are thefe more worthy of imitation thaa 
the apoftles, the primitive Chriftians, and all the 
Rroteftant churches at the Reformation? Mat 
we refufe to imitate thefe, as far as poflible, be- 
caule fome perfons having great faults will walk. 
rith us a few fteps? Befides, what conneétion ig 


* Exod, xxii a>. Deut. xvi, 36, 
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‘there between the principles of thefe perfons, and 
. the frequent adminiftration of the Lord’s fupper ? 
_ Whatever accidental conneétion there be, 1 chal- 
" lenge any man to thew there is any in the nature 
of things. 

ie 
\ Objeétion lat. Mr Bofton, and other great 


men, never adminiitered the fupper more than 


‘ it 


once a-year. 


tig Anfwer. What if he thought the fupper fhould 
nt be more frequently adminiftered ; but through the 
is dileouragements he met with from brethren on 


that point, or the prejudices he found in his con+ 
gregation again{t it, deferred putting his fenti- 


¢ © ments in execution, as has been the cafe with 
. » many other great men? How many have even 
» - pled from the prefs for the more frequent admi- 
i ©  niflration of this ordinance, who could never get 
+f their fentiments reduced to practice? Indeed, 
what though Mr Bofton was of opinion that an- 
i nual adminiftration was fufficient ? Are not the 
iF apoftles, and many other great men among the 
_ ancients, together with Calvin, Luther, Owen, 
» Ys &e. nay, all the Proteftant churches at home and 
7 abroad, particularly the church of Scotland in 
» B both her covenanting periods ; our Books of Dif- 
- éipline ; our Dire@tory for worthip, &c. all 


 againft him in that point? What is Mr Bofton’s 
authority, when laid in the balance with the au- 
thority of all thefe? Have not all the great. men 
who have been of thefe fentiments, if indeed there 
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have been any fuch, been afhamed of the public 
defence of their fentiments, though they have got 
the higheft provocation thereto from the oppofite 
party? Ought we zealoufly to follow what they 
themfelves feem afhamed to own? 

St quid melius nofti imperte 
i St non his utere,——HoRACE. 
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